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Diear Mr Ladensack:

The Envircamesial Pratection Agepcy (EPA) hied rovenwed the Diraft Recireulsted
Farvironmental Tmpact Repart/Supplemenlal Esvironrienta Impact Statemen: fur the Easl Bay
Municipal Utility District Supplemental Water Supply Project [ SCHA19%601103 %),
Sacrumenlo, Snn Toaquin, and Contra Costa Counties, California (CEQs 300537, ERPY MR-
K28019-0A), Owar review i3 pursuant to {bs Mational Esvrronmental Tralicy Ast (WEFA), Council
or Epvirermenta] Quality (CEQ) regulstions (40 CFR Parts 1400-1508) and Sectina 309 e e
Cleao Mar Azt [CAA)

In 1598 EF A reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for this project
end assigned the DELS a rating fecter of EQ-2, Ervirorureedal (Mefections - frsfficient
Jrformarion, Ome of 0w prisnary objections was fo the marow range of dhernatrves analyzed in
the DEIS. The Supplemental Envirenmental Impact Slaleuent (SETS) presents fore new
altermatives, Alternetnes 4 through B Like Alternatives 2 and 3 pressated o the DELS, each of
tho pew allerealives calls for the rrasspon of sddidesa water supply to e Mokchomore
Agueduct via mew prpelines Alternatives 4 throupgh 8 vary primanly i terma of the location o
tha aew imlake system and the alignments far the new watsr ireasportstion pipelises  [n sddition,
Alrernave 4 calls for groundweter barkioy and sale of water 1o third partied a4 par of a
canjanctive use PIOETAE in Sscramento and San Joaguin couptes. Alterastive & calls for an
“arlvauced™ waler reatment A Preferred Altemative is oot ideniificd. The sew slicmatves are

Alismmsiive Site of New Intalis

Adterdatoeg 4 KRMUT-Onky Tooser daneroan River “Eike %" oh tha lower Amernsan Fiver
Deelivery

Adtermaiive 3. SacrFwenio Brver Delivery Bacmamenes River dirwssirgany of ns

sondlucncn witk the Jower Sanonces B ver

Aliermative & Fiespard Fast Detivery Sacramaenes River, upsiceam of the Frocpon, Bredge

MliEsmaleve 7 Freepan Seah Delrvery Sazramants Hover, npstream of the Freepon Bridgs

Adrermaimne § Bialor Delivory Bedia on Indian Skeugh wi Bixla

EPA commends EBMUD and the Bareag of Reclamaton for developiap cew
alternatives. [ sdditiun, we are pleasad 12 see 1 four af the five new alisrmatives include
ipiakes o1 sives that are below the confluence of the Sacramento acd Amesican Rivers. We also
pplaud EBMUTY and the Durean of Reclamation’s slatement of cammitme 1o mitigation
meanirag fiof this prejaer

While we behieve the development of new alteroalives greatly bevelits the mulslie and the
deonop-makmg procoas, We afe concerned that sl easugh dewd iz provided on several of the
sleernarives 1o suppert well-informed decision-making. Based up cur review and thes soacen,
wie have mted the SELS an EC-2, Lawironmenial Coneermr — Mnufficiont fafermation. Since
several shjcetions raised by EPA op the DETS were not addresied m the SEIS, EPA's raimg of
EQ-2, Emairanmenial [jeetions - nsyficien Infurmation, on the DETS giill @ands. Please see
the attacked EPA Rating Fectors for o descriptiog of our ruling system.

EFA is primenly coacerned with the kevel of detaifl and analysis preseated in Aherastrees
4 amd &, and we siroagly recommmnerd that the Final Exvironmental Impace Statement (FEIS)
imehude & more thoroigh anelyas of thess alternsbves. In k8 weih, Wi alss Bole thal wellands o
the project area have not been delineated, 0 cusmalativc impact nsalyas op wetland resoutces hos
nng heen performed, and proposed mitigaton is vague. We contimue 1o be very conceroed about
ihe patectial growth inducing effects of this preject in the ERMUD service area, and, as
disgvussed moour 1998 corrmments on the DELS, mabstain that this projest must suppon CVELA
and LAl FET) grosyetem restnrarian E‘.’!ﬂi We nlso highly recommend a discussion of EBMLTTD
and Bureau of Reclamation’s efforts to protect and enhinss the water quality of the water body -
(e Aumprican River, Sacremenco River, nrthe Delta = selected as the source of dnnkmg water for
this project. Pleate see the attached Detailed Comments for s discassion of our concerns and
Teeormengdelgna

We :l.yprm:i.uu the opporiinity (o revienw this Dratt Supplemental ELS. When the Fmal
EI5 is complyied, please seod two coplas to me gt the address above. 17 ves have any questions

or comments, please feel free 19 contact me or the pii staff working om this praject, Neva
Blazsf (41%-744-2089) ar Laara Fuls (413-744-1601),

Sancevel &?:’ t‘/

Deanna Wiemas, Deguty Direcior
Cross Media Division
(- Eurt Ladensack, EBMUD

Ameh: EPA Ranng Fainon
EFA Detalled Comments
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This ratng system was develuped us a méuns T6 swtndde: EPA'S lovel of cancem with o proposad stien
The ratmps pre a combmation of alphahetical categarie fre evmlumison of the envineamestal mpzeis al de
preposal and niimerics] eanaygosies: for svaluaion nfthe adeguary of the EIS

ENVIRONMENTAL DMPACT OF THE ACTION

"L (Lack gf thyecniom
The EPA reveew has recll entefied amy potentisl exvirgemental impacts roquinng substantve chapges to the
propesal. The review may bave disclosed eppamumbes for applocation of matigation measses that sould be
scomunplishal witk no mors fn i duanges to the proposal

“EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EFA seview has wentified smdronmental imquers that shoold be avoided i ceder in Ry prowss the
emwaroreneal. Comrective medmures may reguie changes o the proforred altemative of applicstson of mimpulwon
meazarcs that san redste e environenentel irgact. ETA would liks s wark v tee kod ageney to rodui
thoic unpaeE.

“FI* fEmviranmental ety
Tae EFA soview has idennaficd signiflesn andronmese] impacts that mus! be svaided in ardes 1o provide
adequate proteetion for the environment Cormective soesuno may fogens bebsteihal changes to e prefierred
abermative ar coapideration of 3ome cther prujet Alemalis (includog the no schion affereabive or o new
aMermarive). EPA intsnds 1o wark with the lead apency 16 meshice thede impacts

“EL fEmviean iy Unsesisfactory)
Tie EPA review b identrfied achverse espvronmental inpacts taar are of suffieent mapiudc thal ey o
unestigfactory From the stancpoing of pub e bealth or welfare or snirgomental quality. EFA miends to wark
wth the bead agency to redusd these e p Il tiafactary impacts ate nat cormected af Hha
final FIS sage, this p | wall B ded far roferral to the CEQ

ALY 1A 0OF i

Cofegory i 7 (Adrquaraf
EPA belizves the draft BEIS adequatcly sets forth the sevirenmesial impactis) of the prefered altzmative and thrme
of the altcrmatives remtematly avallabik 10 the project o action Mo furthir sralyss or dats collochon ip pecctiary,
bt the revieswer may sugpest the sddtee of cnleg language or mfimation.

“Wategory 27 (famfficien: Informatieek
T deaft E1S docr net egntnm suffizent informatioa for EPA ta fully assess enverommental ompacts that should
b wvomdd i eedies ta flly proteet the envisesmmsns, or the EPA reviewer bas identified new reasonsbly available
uloimalivuy thal @i willin the spectrum of aernctives andlysed o the draft B[S wich could reducs the
smwmmpeenenin! gt of the actnn. The idssmfied sddrivenal information. 438, anahds, of diseusaion dhaald
ke inchuded m e fnel E1S,

“Caregery 17 (Tumdeguarcy

EPFA dows noe belleve thar the draft TS adegaasty assesses potentially siguibicund coviruareental impasis ol ils
anen, arthe FPA rovcier bas idoatified o, miss o bly il ble dnecoamves tlar aoe outide of dwe speoitum
of alternamives analyssd in the draft ELS, which should be anafvied in order to reduce the poccerially sigrificast
enaranmental ipacts EPA belezves that the idemufied nadinsoes | mformaton, deta, analyses, or discusisions ax
af such 4 megnouds they they shoold have full pubhc revicw = o draft Aage. EPA does not belicve that the dralt
EIS i3 adequade for the purposes of the NTIPA andfor Secton 3} rrarw, and tus thould ke formally revised and
reads available Eae public commen in & supplemestal of frvised drafl 15, Dn the haotp of (he poicniad sagnificam
inspacte imvatved, thie propess] eaald ba 5 candidale fur reberal e the CED)

*From EPA Sdannal 14648, “Policy and Prossdunes for the Braew o] Fodéral Acleods lapactiag te Bavmamesn ©

U5 EPA DETAILED COMMENTS
SELS: EEMUD SUPFLEMENTAL WATER SUFFLY FROJECT

ALTERNATIVE 4

Alterratve 40 EBMUT-Only Lower Americen River Defrvery is besed on the City of
Sacramepto and Sacraments County's “Modified Propotal” {F.p_pmd.l- Al Thie propesal
inchates 37 clements Aniong these slements the “sindified Proposal™ calls for andwat:r
benking and sale of wates to third parties as pert of & confunctive use program in Saciamemo and
Sau Joaouin countics. Both of these ectivities would roquare es emcndment to the hudge Hodge
Decation [naddithon, the SEIS etates that elemanta 2 through 7, 10, §2, 15, snd 18 theough 20 of
ke “Maodified Proposal™ are “sabject to further negotishon bitween EBMLUD and the
Secramento Parties™ (p 2-3) A high level of arcemainty murrnands Ahvernative d hecanse 1) 2
numiber of the elements of the dternative are open to further pegatiation, 2) hadge Hodge would
need o gres te amend bis order o allow bavking end markstiog of American River waler, and
3} the information presented on groundwater hanking snd conjunstive uie is vesy general in
nanare .-\llhmngh the SEIS sfates that further esviropments] documentabion for ground water
storage woukl be undenieken i ihis alterative i salected, (the FEDS should inchale o higher
degres of analysis on thess three aspects of Alzernative 4

. v stedeati A
B Provice greater decail on the elements of Alternative  that are subjecl to pegotiation.
ik dimy potesiial opporiunities and baniens (o successfil negotiation,

) discuss the Bkelibood that Judee [{odes weald amesd his order. us qutlined in clement
&3, and the project rammbeations if the ceder 16 not amended,

3) provide greater detall oo the phyibcs] constraina and eppertunites for groundwster
bapkong o Secrumento and San Josquin counties; iwelude an apalyais of the success rate
of other areas where grousdw arer basling has Bees insplemented and the lkelihoed of

suceess for grovmdwater banking i Sacramento and $an Joaquin counties

ALTERNATIVE %

Ahamative B calls for the intaloe of Delta water at Indian Slowgh, which will pass I:I:.r-:ug,h an
“advanced treatmeot process.” This “sdvenced troetment process would result in dhe croation of
o beos cejedt sirsam Wt would mgquire dispesal™ (p. 2-241.

It s EPA’s underitanding that there are other drinking water syppliers wha tike dalivery of warer

LS. EFA Comsststs on SEIS EBEMUD Sopplemantsl Weter Supply Froject Mevember JHID

1af ¥

RF1-1

RF2-1
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RUATAINABIITY
i the ares of Indias Slough. nnd (hess drisking wuter supnliers do ot produce brine from cheir
IFERLEAL process

The SEIS identifies the potenisl pivwlh eflecis witknn the EBMUD service arva a5 an area of RFl

i Rrrasmsndation crnpraversy ourtonnding this progect (5-15), but the SEIS doej not addreds thes wsue -5
13 Clearly disewis why brine is pradaced from the proposed trestmert greciss dod sy
ather drinking waler treatment processes wied in the srea, which do sot praduce baise, - Recommendulier. EPA sirangly wrges EBMUD and the Bureau of Reclamaticn to
gunpol be pppled Lo (ke project, analyzs and addregs the pm:nr.iq.l frewih effecs of this propect

7 Substantisie the stalement than slioly i mol resdily controlatle {p2-3)
LCHPIA pocd CALTTL:

Thw SEIS slates tha sienw CALFED iy o “loag-tonm precsss,” the spetific goals of CALFED ar¢
EOURCE WATER QUALITY not comasdered i the evaluation of this project (3-5)

Thie SEIS states that the Aumerican River ia preferabe 1o the paposed Saernta Raver of Della . Recomemeadindon; CVIPA and CALFED e cxisieal to the masagement of Califarnia's RF1-6
drversions ax a iﬂ'ﬁmk&]"ﬂ m‘é‘hﬂ“mf EL;" mlrr:;]‘.lz FL:;[‘:::;M ":;‘ 1,.;‘ water resoufees. EPA strongly urgss EBMUD and the Buresu of Reclamation 1o iuclade
currently regalal Al regulated in the pear fvtuce L h g r - . .

ﬁmm:z'. J:E:]urd we b assimgihs ibat e American Rivir will conlas 1o be Iura wulnersble RF1-3 ST N DMED ociitien nicevled port = AR I Tt
to contominects W are epscersed gheut the level of prodectisn pravided 10 protect and enhance
the water guality of ths wates body - the American River, Sigamenty River, vr the Drelta =
selpctad a8 the doures nt'limuti:.g water o this project

- Recommuendution: Discuss cument and plumed activities by EBMUTY and (be Burena ol
Reclimetion 1o protect and enhance the water quality of the drisking water source
selected for this project == the Americen River, Sacrarmento River, or the Delta

WETLANDS

Aa dlasussed in Chapter 7- Vegstaton wnd Wesland Resaurees, wetlands in the praject shudy area
have mat be delmeated (p 7-2) Impacts to wetland reeources cannot be adeguately analyzed
witherar this delipeation, as is eviderced by the abseace af o discussion of the cumulative impacts
to wetland resourccs (B.7=3 10 6) and the very vawse mitigasion propesed for project impecis RF1-4
yernal poals {p.5-5)

- Hrrommemadistioe
1y Drelivcate wetlasds in the project ares wod inchade this information in the FEIS,

) thocoughly snalyze project smpacts o witlandd, inchading eumulatree impRets;

1) pravide detalled meigation for impacts 1o werland resources, incheding vernal poals

1.5 EFA Comments =2 SEIS EBNUD Sopplemental Warer Supply Froject Wosemher m
L5 FPA Conmants on SE1S FRMUD Supplemental Water Sapply Projest Moveriber 100 yard
sl

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 15-3 Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 15. Federal Agency Comments on the 2000 REIR/SEIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 15-4 Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 15. Federal Agency Comments on the 2000 REIR/SEIS

Federal Agencies

Response to Comments of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9

Note: The comments contained in U.S. EPA’s cover letter
summarize the attached “Detailed Comments.” To minimize
redundancy, only the detailed comments have been responded to
here.

RF 1-1, Deanna Wieman, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
It is not possible at this point in time to provide greater detail on
the elements of Alternative 4 that remain subject to negotiation.
Preliminary discussions have occurred on these points, but
detailed negotiations have not taken place. There is uncertainty
regarding the institutional feasibility of Alternative 4, and
substantial discussions among the parties would be required to
address the issues raised in the Modified Proposal.

EBMUD and Reclamation are not able to meaningfully discuss the
likelihood that Judge Hodge would amend his order. Such an
amendment would be required to implement the groundwater
element of the Modified Proposal and possibly to allow an
EBMUD delivery at a downstream location on the lower American
River. The likelihood that the order would be amended would be
improved if EBMUD, the City of Sacramento, the County of
Sacramento, and Reclamation agree on the terms of such an
amendment.

Groundwater banking is considered to be technically feasible in
both Sacramento and San Joaquin Counties. EBMUD has
conducted studies in the San Joaquin County area and determined
that the groundwater basin is appropriate for aquifer storage and
recovery. Although conditions likely differ somewhat in south
Sacramento County, there is no reason, based on available
information, to believe that using the groundwater basin would

not be technically feasible. See also the response to the “San
Joaquin County Conjunctive Use” major issue in Chapter 3 of this
document.

RF 1-2, Deanna Wieman, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Two levels of treatment are considered in the 2000 REIR/SEIS for
each non-American River alternative: 1) complying with all
drinking water regulations, and 2) reasonably matching current
finished water quality. For Alternative 8, because of differences in
salinity and other constituents between the existing EBMUD
Mokelumne River source and a new Delta source, the treatment
option of reasonably matching current finished water quality
would require implementation of microfiltration and reverse
osmosis. These processes would result in a reject stream of
concentrated brine, which would require disposal. The treatment
option involving complying with all drinking water regulations
would not result in the production of a brine waste stream, but the
finished water quality would be substantially different from
EBMUD'’s current Mokelumne River supply.

The statement on the last full paragraph of page 4-3 of the 2000
REIR/SEIS is intended to explain that EBMUD has little ability to
control the quality of the source of water that would be delivered.
Under the treatment option of complying with all drinking water
regulations, salinity at the intakes, and therefore the treated water,
would vary depending on flow conditions in the waterways.
Under the treatment option of reasonably matching current
finished water quality, salinity in the treated water would be
essentially the same as the current EBMUD supply and would not
likely have an effect on EBMUD’s terminal reservoirs.

RF 1-3, Deanna Wieman, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Reclamation and EBMUD have limited ability to protect and

enhance the watersheds of the American River, Sacramento River,
or the Delta. To the extent that the agencies have jurisdiction and
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control, they are taking actions to help ensure water quality to the “Relationship to CALFED”” major issue in Chapter 3 of this
protection. As noted in Table 2 of Appendix B to the 2000 document.

REIR/SEIS, those water sources that have larger watersheds and

are further downstream are considered to be at higher risk and to

have higher vulnerability to water quality impairment.

RF 1-4, Deanna Wieman, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
As noted on page 7-1 of the 2000 REIR/SEIS, the alternative
alignments were initially evaluated by reviewing existing
information on biotic resources in the project area, including
wetlands, and by reconnaissance surveys of pipeline alignments.
These surveys were conducted by qualified biologists with
substantial familiarity with the project areas. Prior to the surveys,
all the wetland areas were identified. For those areas that could
not be accessed or observed directly, information was obtained by
analyzing existing information and aerial photographs of these
areas.

Wetland impacts under each alternative are largely associated with
pipeline construction. As such, they are considered to be
temporary and limited in extent. Mitigation Measures 7-4a, 7-4b,
and 7-4c require EBMUD and Reclamation to identify wetlands,
avoid and minimize wetland impacts, and compensate for any
unavoidable effects. The magnitude of wetland impacts under
each alternative is likely to be similar to those described in Chapter
7 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

RF 1-5, Deanna Wieman, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Potential growth effects within the EBMUD service area were fully
described in Chapter 18 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. That analysis
has been incorporated by reference into the 2000 REIR/SEIS.

RF 1-6, Deanna Wieman, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Reclamation and EBMUD both strongly support the CVPIA and
CALFED processes and have been and will continue to be active
participants and contributors to those processes. See also response
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